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Lead in Drinking Water and the Effectiveness of Point-of-Use Filtration 
(Under the Direction of Dr. Cris Surbeck) 
 
 
 Lead in drinking water has been proven harmful to human health and is an ongoing 
problem in the state of Mississippi. The goal of this thesis is to analyze lead contamination data 
in Mississippi, its implications, and possible short-term solutions for remediation. This was done 
through community outreach events and voluntary sampling in the Jackson, MS area, analyzing 
published data from the Mississippi State Department of Health, and conducting controlled 
sampling and testing in Lafayette County, MS.  
Community engagement events were executed in which researchers informed citizens in 
the Jackson, MS area about the impacts of lead in drinking water on their health and collected 
water samples from those locations. Residences that were shown to have lead concentrations 
over the US Food and Drug Administration’s 5 ppb standard lead concentration for bottled water 
were provided with a water filter meeting ANSI/NSF standards 42 and 53. The community 
engagement events were beneficial in informing citizens of drinking water quality information, 
however only 27 samples were analyzed from these events.  
The Mississippi State Department of Health’s Drinking Water Watch website data 
provided a broad overview of Jackson, Mississippi’s lead concentration data and showed that 
some locations had concentrations of lead surpassing the Environment Protection Agency’s 
“action level” of 15 ppb.  
Water samples collected in Lafayette County Mississippi at seven locations were tested 
for pH, phosphate concentration, and lead concentration. No correlation was found between 
either pH or phosphate concentration and lead concentration based on the seven sampling 
locations. A PUR PPT700W pitcher water filter with filtering capacity was used to filter 
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approximately 50 gallons of water and found to be efficient in the removal of chlorine from the 
water at up to 50 gallons (125% suggested filter life). Samples that were filtered by the system 
were also collected for lead concentration testing, yet the results will not be available from these 
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Significance of Lead in Drinking Water 
 Drinking water quality affects every person in the world daily. As society has developed, 
means of treating and transporting drinking water to the general public have also developed, 
sometimes faster than scientific discovery. One problem with drinking water systems in the 
United States and worldwide is that drinking water can become contaminated with lead. In Flint, 
Michigan, lead-contaminated drinking water made national news and the health of residents was 
at risk and adversely affected in some instances (Hulett, 2017). A smaller-scale lead 
contamination problem was found in Jackson, Mississippi (Galbraith & Teague, 2016). 
Considering this, it was decided that research should be done in regards to what the problem was, 
what caused it, and what possible remediation techniques could be used in an effort to fix the 
problem. The health and well-being of the general public are of utmost importance, and learning 
from the past can help shape the designs and goals of future drinking water systems and drinking 
water-related projects.  
 Lead is a naturally occurring heavy metal. If it is ingested by humans or animals, it is 
toxic, especially to young children, pregnant women, and elderly people (Newman, 2018). Lead 
can build up in the body over time as a result of extended exposure and accidental ingestion. 
While lead is stored in bones, blood concentrations are measured to reflect exposure to lead. This 
exposure to lead and its high concentration in blood can have damaging effects on every organ in 
the body as blood passes through and can cause problems long after the exposure.  
 
Effect of Lead on Health 
Lead is especially damaging to the nervous system. Because children are still developing 
neurologically, lead has extensive negative health effects on them. It can cause learning and 
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behavior problems and hearing problems for children. It can also lower their IQ, cause them to 
be hyperactive, and even make them suffer from anemia (EPA, 2019). In the same way lead is 
extremely dangerous to pregnant mothers. During pregnancy, if mothers have been previously 
exposed to lead and it has accumulated in their bones, lead is released and can be passed to the 
fetus before birth infant through breastfeeding after birth. Children are already at a higher risk to 
experience negative effects of lead exposure because of their lack of developed nervous systems, 
therefore fetuses and newborn children are at an even higher risk of being negatively affected by 
this exposure. When pregnant women have experienced prolonged exposure and expose their 
babies to lead, the baby may be born prematurely or too small, and may have health problems 
relating to the brain, kidneys, and nervous system, The mother may be at risk for miscarriage on 
top of all the effects of lead exposure to their children (EPA, 2019). When elderly people are 
exposed to lead, they are more likely to experience cardiovascular disease, reproductive 
problems, and decreased kidney function along with increased blood pressure and possible 
hypertension. Because lead builds up over time, even healthy adults that have been exposed to 
lead for a long time are likely to suffer negative side effects of it. There is no safe amount of lead 
in the blood and everyone is at risk when they are exposed (EPA, 2019).  
 Engineers must take necessary steps in identifying where lead contamination may take 
place and in mitigating the problem. One way humans are exposed to lead is through drinking 
water that passes through lead pipes. This lead contamination is caused by the corrosion of 
plumbing materials made of lead during the transport of drinking water through service lines and 
premise plumbing. Premise plumbing is the interior pipe plumbing inside a house or building. It 
includes water-carrying structures such as pipes, valves, faucets, water fountains, and the joints 
and strainers associated with these pipes. A simplified diagram of a typical house plumbing 
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system is shown in Figure 1. While vent pipes and waste pipes carry gasses and wastewater 
away from the house to wastewater treatment, the hot- and cold- water pipes shown are 
important in that they are the pipes that transport drinking water to the tap to be used for 
consumption. Because these pipes are in contact with the water that people are expected to drink 
and use for cooking and cleaning, it is important that they be closely examined and that they do 
not cause any concern for human health problems.  
 
Figure 1. House Plumbing System (Encyclopedia Brittanica, 2007) 
Piping materials need to be economical and easy to work with. Lead is both a relatively 
cheap metal and it is malleable enough to be formed to multiple desired curved shapes. Because 
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of these features, lead was a common material used in the construction of the plumbing of many 
buildings until the 1980s. If lead is in the pipes carrying drinking water in a building and the 
water is corrosive, the lead particles and dissolved lead will contaminate the drinking water. In a 
house that is served by a water system controlled by a municipality, there are many opportunities 
for lead to contaminate the water. The water will typically flow from a main water line through a 
water service line, which is connected to the main line by goose necks, through an individual’s 
water meter before it reaches the internal plumbing network of a house. Lead will not be present 
in the water main, so when it comes in contact with the goose necks and the service line, this is 
the first chance the water has had to become contaminated with lead. After reaching the inner 
workings of a house, the water will travel through pipes and faucets, and it could potentially be 
exposed to lead during this process (EPA, 2019). This is shown in a diagram in Figure 2.    
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Figure 2. Sources of Lead in Drinking Water (EPA, 2019) 
 Lead may be present in multiple areas of the water piping system within a house or 
building. The goose necks that connect the main water line to the lead service line may contain 
lead, and the service line may be completely or partly made of lead. The water meter marks the 
beginning of the responsibility of the building’s owner with respect to piping. When water enters 
the home there are more opportunities for it to come in contact with lead. Galvanized iron pipe 
has been widely used for carrying water in building piping, yet it is susceptible to corrosion 
based on the alkalinity or acidity of the water flowing through it. Because of this, if there is lead 
in the water at this point in the flow, it can collect in the imperfections inside the pipe. Over time, 
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the lead that is collected in these ridges left by corrosion can be released into the drinking water 
and flow from the tap. As the water travels through the house, it must also go through 
connections and corners of pipe. At these areas, solder is used to affix one pipe section to 
another. If the solder contains lead, the water may become contaminated at these points. As 
shown in Figure 2, lead also may be present in faucet fixtures themselves. If this is the case, lead 
exposure will happen immediately before use and could expose the consumer to the harmful 
effects of lead (EPA, 2019).  
Water Treatment and Corrosion Control 
 Lead is not present in drinking water upon leaving the water treatment system, but the 
treatment of the water can be helpful in decreasing the risk for lead contamination. In order to 
decrease the amount of lead being released from the pipes, corrosion control chemical additives 
can be used in the drinking water treatment plant before the water is distributed throughout the 
system. This corrosion control is typically in the form of a solution such as orthophosphate. The 
orthophosphate solution is typically added to water in concentrations ranging from 1 to 3 mg/L 
PO43- (EPA Office of Water, 2016). That solution is pumped into the water during aeration and 
allows for a slight buildup on the inside of the pipes, which inhibits the corrosion of the inside of 
the pipes. This is done in order to protect from the corrosion of lead that is still in premise 
plumbing in pipes, joints, or other points of contact for the water. Orthophosphate and other 
corrosion control measures are not inherently harmful to humans when consumed, therefore the 




Legal Regulations for Lead  
 Because of the harmful health effects of lead, laws and regulations have been established 
in order to protect consumers from lead exposure. One piece of legislation that has had major 
impacts on providing consumers with safe drinking water is the Safe Drinking Water Act. This 
act is in place to ensure drinkable water for consumers by decreasing the levels of organic and 
inorganic contamination. “Section 1417 of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) establishes the 
definition for “lead free” as a weighted average of 0.25% lead calculated across the wetted 
surfaces of a pipe, pipe fitting, plumbing fitting, and fixture and 0.2% lead for solder and 
flux. The Act also provides a methodology for calculating the weighted average of wetted 
surfaces” (EPA, 2020). This act was amended in 1986 to further protect those served by public 
water systems by disallowing the repair or installment of any piping system that was not “lead 
free” that would carry water for human consumption. (United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, 2020). The EPA also implemented a policy that banned the addition of new lead piping 
into commerce. Because of these standards, buildings and residences built after 1986 are at lower 
risk for lead contamination in tap water.  
 Many standards are in place in the US for allowable levels of lead in different areas, such 
as soil, paint, food, and water. When it comes to drinking water, the EPA set the action level for 
lead concentration to be 15 ppb through the passing of the Lead and Copper Rule of 1991 (EPA, 
2019). The EPA sets the Maximum Contaminant Level Goal at 0 ppb for lead, because it the 
only level that is considered safe for human or animal consumption (Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry, 2019) (EPA, 2019). The action level means that if a public 
water system’s customers’ waters are tested for lead and more than 10% of the tested locations 
are shown to meet or surpass the 15 ppb concentration level, action must be taken by the water 
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system to curb the lead in the water and ensure the safety of its customers. The FDA’s allowable 
level of lead concentration in bottled water is 5 ppb. This is still not considered safe, yet it is a 




 In light of the health risks associated with the consumption of lead, many approaches are 
taken in order to reduce exposure. It is not economically feasible at all times to replace piping 
systems, and there are times when the source of lead is not known. Therefore, one avenue to 
reduce lead exposure from drinking water is filtering the water before consumption. There are 
multiple filter options that can be placed directly on a faucet or that can filter water immediately 
after it has been poured from a tap. These filters are called point-of-use filtrations systems.  
There are National Sanitation Foundation/American National Standards Institute (NSF/ANSI) 
filter certifications that attest to the removal of certain contaminants in water related to health 
and aesthetics. The NSF/ANSI 42 standard establishes the minimum requirements for removal of 
contaminants related to aesthetics of the water such as taste, odor, and chemical disinfectants 
such as chlorine (National Sanitation Foundation, 2019). NSF/ANSI 53 standard establishes the 
minimum requirements for filtration systems that are designed to remove health-related 
contaminants from water, such as Cryptosporidium and lead (National Sanitation Foundation, 
2019). Most faucet and water pitcher filters meet at least NSF/ANSI 42, yet when lead removal 
is desired, it is important to make sure the filtration system being used meets the NSF/ANSI 53 






Lead Testing Standards  
 
 In order to accurately measure the lead concentration in drinking water, standardized 
collection procedures have been established by the EPA. Based on the requirements given by the 
EPA, the Mississippi State Department of Health adopted standard practices for homeowners to 
collect lead samples from kitchen or bathroom faucets in their home. To follow the guidelines, 
homeowners must allow a minimum of six hours in which no water flows from the faucet or any 
adjacent faucet before the sample can be collected. The faucet from which the lead sample is 
being collected should not have any water softeners attached, but the aerator should remain in 
place for the collection. Homeowners are provided with a 1-liter sealed sampling bottle. After 
this six-hour period of stagnation, homeowners must “Place the opened sample bottle below the 
faucet and open the cold-water faucet as [they] would for filling a glass of water. Fill the sample 
bottle to the top, just before overflow and turn off the water” (Mississippi State Department of 
Health, 2016).   
This “first-draw” sampling technique is widely used, yet in some instances, it does not 
provide an accurate representation of what is happening in regards to lead contamination in the 
water that is used in homes daily. Of the more widely known lead contamination issues is the 
lead crisis in Flint, Michigan. With national attention being brought to the state as a result of 
extremely high lead levels in drinking water, the state has begun implementing new testing 
procedures for drinking water in buildings moving forward. In Michigan, a revised Lead and 
Copper Rule requires water suppliers to test not only the first liter from the tap after six hours of 
stagnation, but also the fifth liter for buildings that have lead service lines or lead pipes. The fifth 
liter is typically in contact with the service line during the stagnation period. This means that if 
the service line is being corroded by the water and leaching lead, the fifth liter’s lead results will 
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be more indicative of the lead levels that could be found in water during normal use in a building 
(State of Michigan, 2020). Assuming a normal water service line and cold water pipe both have 
diameters of ¾ inch, 5 L of water would drain approximately 58 ft (690.4 in.) of the water line 
(Vandervort, 2020). This length was found assuming that the water pipe is cylindrical and full. 
The cross-sectional area of the pipe was found to be approximately 0.442 square inches based on 






A is the cross-sectional area of the pipe in square inches, and  
D is the diameter of the pipe.  
Because 1 liter of water is equivalent to approximately 61 cubic inches, 5 liters is 
equivalent to approximately 305 cubic inches. To find the length of pipe that 5 liters of water 
corresponded to, the following equation was used:  
𝐿 = 𝑉 𝐴⁄     
where 
 L is the length of the pipe in inches, 
 V is the volume of the water in cubic inches, and  
 A is cross-sectional area of the pipe in square inches.  
 
Research Objectives 
 The objective of the undertaken study was to better understand the water quality issues 




• Analyzing lead concentration data in drinking water in Jackson, Mississippi, provided by 
the Mississippi State Department of Health 
• Engaging with communities 
• Collecting and analyzing water samples for analytes including pH, phosphate, chlorine, 
and lead 
• Comparing the first-draw sampling method for lead with fifth-liter sampling 
• Testing the efficiency of a point-of-use water filter in removal of disinfectants and 
contaminants over its recommended filtering capacity.  
Methods and Procedure  
Community Wellbeing Constellation (CWC) Events 
 The University of Mississippi’s (UM) School of Engineering, School of Pharmacy, 
Center for Population Studies, and National Sea Grant Law Center worked collaboratively to 
engage with the community in Jackson, Mississippi. The group discussed the implications of 
lead in drinking water with local residents and asked for participants to collect samples in their 
homes for testing based on the standards from the Mississippi State Department of Health 
(MSDH). The group held events at two locations in the Jackson, MS area: Baby Café and 
Rosemont Church. After the background of the situation was provided to the community, 27 
households agreed to participate in the independent testing. The results from the testing of the 
samples collected from Rosemont Church and Baby Café are discussed in the Results section of 
this thesis, and a data summary is shown in Appendix A. If the home lead levels were found to 
be in excess of the FDA standard, the UM team sent the participant a water filter that passed 
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NSF/ANSI 42 and 53 standards for the taste and safety of the water and that was specifically 




Jackson, MS Drinking Water Watch 
The sampling locations for the CWC events were in participant-selected areas in the 
Jackson area, yet the volume of samples is not high enough to be considered as an accurate 
representation of Jackson as a whole. In order to acquire a better idea of the bigger picture in 
Jackson, MS, more information for Jackson’s water was desired to be inspected. The MSDH has 
a Drinking Water Watch (DWW) website. Within the DWW site, test results were able to be 
found for individual analytes. Analyzing each lead test result allowed for the calculation of 
percentages of samples with concentrations of lead in excess of the FDA allowable concentration 
of 5 ppb and the EPA’s lead action level of 15 ppb. The findings from the review of the DWW 
are discussed in the results section and can be examined in Appendix B.  
 
Lafayette County, MS Testing – Round 1 
 After evaluating the data provided by the MSDH and the data acquired as a result of the 
small-scale sampling events at Rosemont Church and Baby Café, it was decided that more 
sampling could be done in order to better understand more of the lead contamination issue in 
drinking water in Mississippi. The objective of the continued sampling was to find where lead 
contamination was taking place, what was causing it, and what could potentially be done to stop 
it. Lafayette County was chosen broadly as the sampling location because of its proximity to 
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researchers and because it was known to have homes and buildings that were built before the 
Safe Drinking Water Act’s Amendment of 1986.  
 The sampling conducted in Lafayette County differed slightly than what was done in 
Jackson. Researchers found three participants living in homes in Lafayette County that were 
willing to collect samples from the tap in their homes based on guidelines provided by the 
research team. The team also had access to three other buildings in which lead contamination 
could have potentially been an issue based on the date of construction of the buildings. These 
buildings were built in the years 1929, 1952, and 1974, therefore built before the Safe Drinking 
Water Act of 1986. After review of the buildings available along with the homes of the residents, 
seven unique sampling locations were selected. The locations in the three residential homes were 
the most frequently used faucet, and the other four locations included two sinks in restrooms and 
two sinks in teaching and research laboratories. The four locations in non-residential buildings 
were not locations from which water would typically be consumed. However, they are locations 
in which water would be expected to be potable.  
 Residences were given a questionnaire in order to acquire background information on the 
house from which samples were being collected. They were also given two empty bottles for the 
collection of water samples. One bottle was a 1-L (described as 1 quart in the testing 
instructions) bottle treated with nitric acid in order to preserve the sample and allow it to be 
properly analyzed. The residences were also provided with a 200-mL bottle. This bottle was used 
for testing of non-lead analytes, such as phosphate and pH. After being provided with the bottles 
and the questionnaires, the residences were given instructions for the collection of the water 




To collect your tap water for testing, please: 
 
1. Use a kitchen cold-water faucet for sampling. Please remove filters (Pur, Brita) from 
the faucet. 
2. We want you to collect the water that has been sitting in your pipes overnight. For the 
one-quart bottle: 
3. Carefully remove the lid of the provided one-quart bottle without removing any of the 
liquid inside the bottle. This is nitric acid and is necessary to analyze the sampled water. 
Do not touch the liquid; it may cause burns! 
4. First thing in the morning, before running water for any other purpose, fill the bottle 
with COLD water from the kitchen sink. 
5. Place the opened sample bottle below the faucet and then open the cold water tap as 
you would do to fill a glass of water. Fill the sample bottle to the 1000 mL etching. 
6. Close the cold water tap. 
7. Securely hand-tighten the lid on the bottle. 
8. Record date of collection. 
9. Store at room temperature. 
10. Do not remove the bottle number or label. For the smaller, 100-mL bottle: 
11. After the 1-quart sample has been collected, place the empty smaller sample bottle 
under the cold water tap as you would to fill a glass of water. Fill this sample bottle to the 
bottom of the neck.  
12. Close the cold water tap. 
13. Securely hand-tighten the lid on the bottle. 
14. Record the date of collection. 
15. Store at room temperature.  
16. Do not remove the bottle number or label. 
 
For the other locations, the same protocol was used for the first draw sample, yet in three 
locations, the fifth-liter sample was also taken. This was done not because there was any 
reasonable suspicion of a lead service line, but in order to find if the first-draw sample is truly 
indicative of the water quality of the water from a tap. 
The samples from the residences were acquired by researchers within a few hours of the 
collection on the morning of collection and they were placed in a refrigerator in order to maintain 
a constant temperature of the samples. The 1-liter sample bottles were placed on ice in a cooler 
after all samples were collected and the testing for lead was outsourced to Waypoint Analytical 
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in Memphis, TN. The smaller samples were used to determine other details out about the water 
such as its concentration of corrosion control in the form of phosphate and the pH of the water. 
Typically, water with a lower pH (lower than 6) is considered to be more corrosive than water 
with a pH between 6 and 8.5, which is the normal range for systems using groundwater (Star 
Health Desk, 2015). For this reason, it was decided that comparing the pH value of water with 
the lead concentration in the water could potentially show a correlation. Researchers also wanted 
to examine whether there was a noticeable correlation between phosphate concentration and lead 
concentration at the tap.  
In order to determine phosphate concentration and pH using the 200 mL water sample 
provided by the residents or taken by the researches immediately following the 1-L sample used 
for lead testing, the following materials were required:  
- Oakton Instruments pH meter  
- pH buffer solutions 
- Chemetrics (Calverton, Virginia) Phosphate Test Kit Ortho-Vacu-vials® Instrumental Kit 
(catalog number K-8513) 
- Chemetrics V-2000 Photometer  
- Distilled Water 
- Kimwipes™ 
 
The pH meter and pH buffer solutions were used to measure the pH of the collected water 
samples. The Chemetrics Phosphate Test Kit Ortho-Vacu-vials® Instrumental Kit (catalog 
number K-8513) and photometer were used to measure the concentration of phosphate in the 
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water samples. The distilled water and Kimwipes™ were used to clean instruments between tests 
in order to reduce the chance for error in the reading of pH or phosphate concentration.  
To measure for pH of the sample, it was first necessary to calibrate the pH meter. Buffer 
solutions of three known pH values were used in the calibration of the meter. The three solutions 
were poured into separate clean glass beakers in volumes that were large enough to cover the 
sensor on the pH meter when it was placed in the same beaker. The pH meter was placed in the 
buffer solutions until it correctly read all of the known pH values and stabilized at those known 
values. The time it took to acquire each correct reading was approximately 20 seconds. After 
this, the pH meter was used to find the pH of each water sample. The pH meter was rinsed with 
distilled water and dried with a Kimwipe™. Using the 200-mL water samples, the specific water 
sample that was being analyzed was poured in a clean glass to a depth of approximately 0.75 
inches (close to 30 mL). The clean pH meter was then placed in the water sample that was to be 
analyzed and left for 20 seconds. At the time of 20 seconds, the pH reading was recorded for the 




Figure 3. pH Testing of Collected Water Samples in Progress 
 
After the pH was determined for each water sample, the concentration of phosphate was 
found. This required the use of the Chemetrics Phosphate Test Kit Ortho-Vacu-vials® 
Instrumental Kit (catalog number K-8513) and V-2000 Photometer. The kit and photometer are 
shown in Figure 4. Following the step-by-step directions provided in the Test Kit, researchers 
used 25 mL of the remaining water sample in the 200-mL bottle and created a solution with the 
two drops of provided activator solution and the 25 mL of water. A vacu-vial® (ampoule) was 
then used to collect the solution, following the directions given in the kit. After the solution was 
collected in the vacu-vial®, it was mixed by inverting the ampule several times and dried. The 
photometer was then tared using a blank provided in the Test Kit. After taring, the prepared 
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ampule with the sample and activator solution was measured for phosphate concentration. This 
was done by placing the ampule with the rounded end into the photometer which was set to the 
program K-8513. Researchers then covered the vial and pressed the “measure” button located on 
the photometer. After 3 minutes, the photometer displayed a reading of phosphate concentration 
in mg/L.   
 
Figure 4. Phosphate Testing Setup 
 
Table C1 in Appendix C shows the tabulated results of the phosphate tests, pH results, 
and lead tests. Along with these results, graphs showing the relationships between the different 




Lafayette County, MS Testing – Round 2  
 When considering the process of collection in Jackson, Mississippi that included the 
distribution of filtration systems, researchers decided to examine the efficiency of a water filter 
in the removal of chlorine and lead. Researchers chose to use the location of the Lafayette 
County water sample that was found to have the highest lead concentration during Round 1 of 
testing for examination in Round 2 for water collection purposes. They used this location to 
examine water quality and filter efficiency by measuring pH, free chlorine concentration, 
phosphate concentration, and lead concentration at different intervals of flow through the filter.  
 Materials needed for this phase of the research included all materials used in Round 1 of 
Testing in Lafayette county with the addition of the following:  
- Chemetrics Chlorine (free & total) Vacu-vials® Instrumental Test Kit, Catalog No. K-
2513 
- PUR® PPT700W Pitcher Water Filter 
  
In order to test for the pH, phosphate concentration, and lead concentration of the water 
samples, the same testing process was followed as that in Round 1. The Chlorine (free & total) 
Vacu-vials® Instrumental Test Kit, Catalog No. K-2513, was used to test for chlorine 
concentration in the water samples. The PUR® PPT700W Pitcher Water Filter was the model 
used for water filtration.  
After collecting the water samples for lead, phosphate, chlorine, and pH, researchers 
came to the realization that the filter used for the experiment was not specifically certified for 
lead removal to ANSI Standard 53. The filter was advertised as having been tested against 
NSF/ANSI 42 and 53 standards. Researchers interpreted this information to mean that the filter 
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should remove both chlorine and lead, yet this was not the case. Because the filters given to 
residences that had lead levels above FDA standards in previous projects were rated to 
NSF/ANSI 42 and 53 standards, the same rating was desirable for the study in order to determine 
whether the filters were benefiting residents that had received them. While the filter was not 
specifically certified for lead removal meeting NSF/ANSI standard 53, it may have removed a 
percentage of lead nonetheless. For this reason, lead removal was still desired to be examined.  
After the water sampling location (Building Location 4 from Round 1 of Testing) was 
determined, the samples were ready to be collected. The researchers used a treated 1-L bottle to 
collect samples for lead testing according to the same procedure that was given to residences in 
Lafayette County, MS Testing – Round 1. Immediately following the collection of the 1-L sample 
for lead, researchers collected approximately 200 mL of water from the same tap to be used for 
testing of other analytes. After initial first-draw collection, water was poured from the tap 
directly into the PUR pitcher water filter. When the pitcher was filled to approximately 1.2 liters, 
one liter of the filtered water was collected in a treated water bottle as used previously to be sent 
to Waypoint Analytical for lead concentration testing. The next 200 mL that were filtered and 
located in the pitcher were poured into two small, clean collection bottles (around 100 mL per 
bottle). These water samples could then be used for the testing of other analytes and pH, as was 
done for the unfiltered sample. Figure 5 explains the sampling process for Round 2 of Lafayette 




Figure 5. Diagram of Round 2 Testing Sample Collection Process 
 
The PUR® PPT700W Pitcher Water Filter was advertised to filter up to 40 gallons (152 
liters) of water. In order to test the efficiency of the filter throughout its estimated lifetime, 192 
liters were passed through the system. Samples for lead and other analytes were taken at different 
intervals of flow throughout this process. Because the flow rate of the filter was too slow to 
constantly run water directly into the filter from the tap, water was poured from the tap into a 
graduated pitcher in 2-liter increments. These 2 liters were then poured into the filtration system 
and allowed to filter into the pitcher. Approximately 17 minutes was needed to filter each 2 liters 
of water. After the two liters were filtered, the pitcher connected to the filter was emptied, the 
graduated pitcher was filled to the 2 liter mark again, and the process was repeated. The faucet 
from which water was collected for the Round 2 of testing is shown in Figure 6 and  water 








Figure 7. Water Sample Collection Setup for Lafayette County, MS Testing – Round 2  
 
After the initial first draw test and first filtered liter of water was collected, the next water 
samples were collected after 38 liters (10 gallons) of water had been filtered. At this time, 1 liter 
of water was collected directly from the tap, without filtration, in a treated bottle to be used for 
lead concentration analysis. Two hundred mL of water were poured directly from the tap into 
two small collection bottles to be used for further analysis of the water. After the non-filtered 
water was collected, approximately 1.2 L of water was poured into the graduated pitcher, then 
filtered by the PUR PPT700W filtration system. One liter of the filtered water was collected in a 
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nitric acid-treated bottle to be used for lead concentration analysis. Two hundred mL of filtered 
water was then collected in two clean bottles for further analysis of the water.  
This sample collection process continued as 192 liters (50 gallons) of water were filtered 
by the sytem. The filter was advertised to last for 151 liters (40 gallons) of use. Based on 
anecdotal evidence, researchers surmised that filters are not always replaced as often as 
recommended. It was estimated that it is not uncommon for people to use their water filter up to 
120% of its recommended capacity. In order to measure the efficiency of the filter in removal of 
lead and chlorine over the estimated normal use of the filter, 50 gallons of water were collected 
and different aspects of the water at multiple intervals. The volume of water tested was was 
126% of the filter’s advertised capacity. 
Unfiltered  and filtered samples were collected after the total flow of water through the 
filter was 0 L, 38 L, 76 L, and 96 L on day one, March 2, 2020. Samples were then collected 
using the same process on March 3, 2020, after the total amount of water that had been filtered 
was 96 L, 134 L, and 152 L. On March 4, 2020, the final samples were collected when the total 
water flow through the filter was 154 liters and 192 liters. At the 192 liter mark, the filter had 
been used to 126% of its capacity, and it could be analyzed for efficiency in removal of different 
substances up to this point.  
After filtered and unfiltered samples were collected, the 200 mL samples that were not 
used for lead concentration measurements were analyzed for pH, free chlorine concentration, and 
phosphate concentration. The same process used for pH and phosphate concentration 
measurements in Round 1 of testing was used in Round 2. After completion of these 
measurements, the Chlorine (free & total) Vacu-vials® Instrumental Test Kit, Catalog No. K-
2513 and the photometer were used to test for free chlorine concentration. On the second and 
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third testing days (March 3-4, 2020), chlorine concentration was measured from the first-draw, 
unfiltered water sample. Chlorine concentration was then measured for every filtered water 
sample that was collected to ensure the filter’s chlorine removal efficiency. Researchers followed 
the testing instructions provided in the Chlorine Test Kit in order to measure the concentration of 
chlorine in each sample. Twenty-five mL of the 200 mL of collected water was measured in a 
graduated cylinder and collected using a Vacu-vial®. The photometer was then used to measure 
the chlorine concentration. 
Discussion of Results  
CWC Results 
 The results of the tests from the Rosemont Church and Baby Café samplings are 
summarized in Figure 8. These results are credited to the University of Mississippi team lead by 
Dr. Kristie Willet (Department of Biomolecular Sciences, School of Pharmacy), Stephanie 
Showalter-Otts (Sr. Research Counsel and Director of Sea Grant Legal Programs, 
Mississippi Law Research Institute), Dr. John Green (Center for Population Studies), and Dr. 
Cristiane Surbeck (Department of Civil Engineering). This team physically performed the data 
collection and community engagement activities. For the purpose of this thesis, the results were 




Figure 8. Lead Concentration Ranges for Samples Collected CWC Events for 20 Rosemont 
Church Water Samples and 7 Baby Café Samples 
 
 The sample results were sorted into three groups based on lead concentration and whether 
the concentration was below the EPA’s action level of 15 ppb or below the FDA standard 
allowable lead concentration of 5 ppb. Twenty samples were collected from participants at 
Rosemont Church and 7 samples were collected from participants at Baby Café. Out of the 27 
samples, no sample was found to reach the EPA’s action level, though one was above the FDA 
allowable lead concentration.  
 Participation in the study was voluntary and the specific locations from which samples 
were collected were random. These are encouraging aspects of the sampling and help provide a 
more broad picture of what may be found in Jackson as a whole than would only sampling in one 
neighborhood. These results do not, however, provide an all-encompassing representation of the 
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Jackson Drinking Water Watch Results  
In Jackson, water sample results from June of 2015 found that 22% of 57 tested homes in 
Jackson had a lead concentration above the federal lead limit of 15 ppb. This raised awareness of 
a possible lead contamination issue in Jackson and prompted more sampling. In February of 
2016, the City reported lead results from 101 homes. 11% of those homes exceeded 15 ppb. No 
level of lead in drinking water is safe, and the city is required by law to intervene if the 90th 
percentile concentration is above the 15 ppb limit. Lead testing continued in Jackson, and the 
Mississippi State Department of Health released its findings periodically to the public.  Figure 9 
shows percentages of samples falling in categories of lead content between 0 and 5 ppb (5 ppb is 
the FDA-regulated allowable lead content in bottled water), between 5 and 15 ppb, and greater 
than 15 ppb. After February 2016, seven more sampling events were conducted as shown in the 
graph. As many as 121 samples were collected in an event (Mississippi State Department of 
Health, 2020).  
 Review of the DWW provided the information shown in Appendix B. A summary of the 





Figure 9. Lead Concentration Ranges for Samples Collected in Jackson, MS 
 
Lafayette County, MS Testing – Round 1 Results 
 The first round of testing in Lafayette County produced results for lead concentration, 
phosphate concentration, and pH for 7 sampling locations. Three of the locations were residential 
homes from which the first-draw sample was collected. There were also three locations in 
buildings were accessible for the researchers in which both first-draw samples and fifth-liter 
samples were collected. At the seventh sampling location, only a first-draw sample was collected 
for the first round of testing. The lead, pH, and phosphate testing results for Round 1 of Lafayette 
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Table 1. Lead Concentration, Phosphate Concentration, and pH of Round 1 Testing 
 





Residence 1 8.00 0.710 ND 
Residence 2 8.32 0.480 ND 
Residence 3 5.65 ND 2.71 
Building Location 1 - First 
Draw 7.35 0.189 ND 
Building Location 1 - Fifth 
Liter 7.60 0.079 1.40 
Building Location 2 - First 
Draw 8.03 0.853 ND 
Building Location 2 - Fifth 
Liter 7.82 0.862 0.52 
Building Location 3 - First 
Draw 7.73 1.156 8.07 
Building Location 3 - Fifth 
Liter 7.74 0.909 3.80 
Building Location 4 - First 
Draw 7.47 0.707 20.20 
 
The lead results found in Round 1 of testing are shown in the right-most column of Table 
1. Of the ten samples that were collected,  six samples had lead. At the three building locations 
where both first-draw and fifth liter samples were collected, two of the three fifth liter samples 
had higher lead concentrations than did their corresponding first-draw sample. Building Location 
3 is the exception with a lead concentration of 8.07 ppb in the first-draw sample and a 
concentatrion of 3.80 ppb in the fifth liter sample. It should be noted that all three fifth liter 
samples that were collected showed to have a lead concentration higher than the detection limit 
of 0.5 ppb. This information is not necessarily representative of all drinking water taps because 
of the small sample size, yet the fact a lead was detected in every fifth liter sample is concerning.  
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The highest lead concentration was found in Building Location 4. The concentration of 
20.2 ppb was above the EPA’s action level of 15 ppb. Raw data for Round 1 of testing can be 
found in Appendix C,  Table C1. 
 Because orthophosphate is used as a corrosion control method, its concentration in each 
sample was compared with the lead concentration for the same sample. The graph of the lead 
content vs phosphate concentration is shown in Figure 10. Based on the R2 value of the 
relationship being 0.0682, there was no correlation between the lead and phosphate 
concentrations in the samples that were analyzed. The only notable finding with respect to the 
comparison of phosphate concentration and lead concentration data was what was observed at 
Residence 3. The sample collected at Residence 3 was the only first-draw sample collected from 
a residence that had a detectable lead concentration. Residence 3 differed from Residences 1 and 
2 in that the drinking water was supplied by a private well. When tested for phosphate 
concentration, the concentration was found to be lower than the minimum detection level of 0.05 
mg/L (ppm) because no orthophosphate is added to that water. 
 
 



























 The relationship between pH and lead content was also examined. The graph of Lead 
Content vs. pH. The lowest pH value found was 5.65. This was the pH of the water sample that 
was collected at Residence 3 which had a water supply that was provided from a private well. At 
this location, 2.71 ppb lead was present in the sample, yet all other recorded pH values ranged 
from 7.35 to 8.32. Without more data and a larger pH range, the correlation between pH and lead 
content in tap water was not able to be determined. Based on the data that was collected and 
shown in Figure 11, the R2 value was 0.0134, which did not provide researchers with reason to 
believe there was strong correlation between pH and Lead content when all pH values were 
within 1.5 of neutral (7.0).  
 
 























Lead Content vs. pH
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Lafayette County, MS Testing – Round 2 Results 
 The second round of water sampling and testing in Lafayette County, MS was conducted 
in order to test the efficiency of a point-of-use water pitcher filter in chlorine and lead removal at 
different points of its filtration capacity. Building Location 4 from Round 1 of testing was used 
as the sample collection point for Round 2. Tables C2 and C3 in Appendix C show the known 
pH values, phosphate concentrations, and chlorine concentrations of water samples. Both filtered 
and unfiltered samples were collected at different intervals of water flow through the filter. 
These samples were collected in order to test for lead concentration, phosphate concentration, 
chlorine concentration, and pH.  
In light of the COVID-19 pandemic and a forced closure of non-essential businesses, not 
all of these results were able to be determined. pH values and phosphate concentrations were 
determined at all desired intervals throughout the sampling and testing processes, yet not all 
samples were able to be analyzed for chlorine concentration before the experiment was shut 
down. Lead concentrations were also unable to be determined, yet the samples are prepared for 
testing to be done when businesses reopen.  
 Because lead results were not available, it was not possible to determine the efficiency of 
the water filter in regards to lead removal at different points of its capacity. During close review 
of the product specifications of the PPT700W filter, it was determined that the product was 
shown to have been tested against both desired ANSI/NSF 42 and 53 standards. While this is 
advertised, it was found by researchers after the testing and filtration process had taken place, the 
filter met standards 42 and 53, yet was not specifically certified to remove lead. This information 
was not known to researchers before testing, yet the lead results will help them determine how 
efficient the filter is in lead removal. The fact that the filter was not certified in lead removal in 
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lab testing before being sold does not necessarily indicate that the filter did not remove lead from 
the water. Figure 12 shows the performance data sheet for the specific filter that was used for 
Round 2 of testing. The filter is listed as PPF900Z. 
 
Figure 12. Performance Data Sheet for PPT700W Filter 
 While the filter was not certified to remove lead, it was certified in the removal of 
chlorine based on ANSI/NSF standard 42. After 25 gallons of water (96 liters) passed through 
the water filter, an unfiltered, then filtered water sample were collected and tested for chlorine 
concentration. The unfiltered sample had a chlorine concentration of 0.117 ppm and the filtered 
sample had no detectable chlorine. The minimum detectable chlorine concentration for the test 
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kit was 0.10 ppm. Filtered samples were also tested for chlorine concentration after 35 gallons 
(134 liters) had been filtered, 40 gallons (152 liters) had been filtered, and 51 gallons (192 liters) 
had been filtered. After approximately 40 gallons of flow through the filter (the recommended 
capacity for the filtration system), the filter effectively removed chlorine concentrations of both 
0.117 ppm and 0.871 ppm to the point of no detection. This showed that the filter was efficient in 
chlorine removal at the end of its advertised life. The filtered water sample that was collected 
after the filtration of 51 gallons also showed no detection of chlorine concentration. This proved 
that, in this case, the filter used was effective in chlorine removal up to over 125% if its 
advertised capacity. A summary of the chlorine removal data is shown in Table 2 and all raw 
data is shown in Table C2  in Appendix C.  
 
Table 2. Pur PPT700W Filter Chlorine Removal Efficiency 
Chlorine Removal Efficiency  
Gallons of Water 
Passed Through Filter 
Chlorine Concentration 
Before Filtration (mg/L) 
Chlorine Concentration 




25 0.117 ND >=15% 
35 NM1 ND NM 
40 NM ND NM 
40 0.871 ND >=89% 
51 NM ND NM 





 In future iterations of the experiments conducted, some alterations could be made in order 
to find results that would be more indicative of a larger population. In regards to the CWC 
Events, it would be helpful to include more participants from a certain area that would be willing 
to provide water samples for testing. This could be done by more widely advertising the 
community engagement events. It could also be beneficial to have a high number (7 or more) of 
days in which residents of an area could learn about the project’s details and receive sample 
collection materials. This did not prove to be practical for the researchers, yet it could potentially 
provide them with more data than collected in the first iteration of the events. 
 As the Drinking Water Watch for Jackson, Mississippi is continually updated, researchers 
plan to continuously update their data as well. If more community engagement events are 
undertaken in Jackson, comparing the DWW data with the samples collected by researchers 
could give the researchers an idea as to whether their methods provide close to an accurate 
depiction of Jackson as a whole.  
 Round 1 of Lafayette County Testing could be expanded. If this project is continued, it 
would be beneficial to always collect 1 first-draw and fifth-liter sample from every lead sampling 
location (Del Toral, Porter, & Schock, 2013). This is more practical in controlled locations at 
which researchers are physically doing the sample collection themselves. However, residential 
homes should not be neglected in order to provide a representation of the county as a whole, 
therefore researchers could train residents as to how to collect fifth-liter samples as well as first 
draw samples. This is recommended on account of the fact that 2 of 3 collected fifth-liter 
samples had higher concentrations of lead than that of their corresponding first-draw sample. 
While EPA guidelines do not specifically recommend this fifth-liter sampling at every sampling 
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location, it would be beneficial for resarchers to see if this trend remained even when the practice 
is not recommended. Round 1 of testing could also be improved upon by sampling at more 
locations. If the sample size of locations was increased, the relationship between fifth-liter 
sampling and lead concentration could be proven or disproven to have a strong correlation.  
 Another aspect of Round 1 of Testing that could be altered would be the comparison of 
pH of samples to lead concentration of samples. The most acidic water sample did contain lead, 
yet it was not the highest lead concentration found. It was also the only sample not within 1.5 of 
a completely neutral pH. If a wider range of pH values was used in comparison with lead 
concentration, a more accurate assessment of alkalinity and acidity’s effect on pipe corrosion and 
lead concentration could be executed. This may be achieved simply by collecting samples from a 
larger number of locations, yet it may require controlled testing with pipes and liquids of known 
pH values. 
 Round 2 of Lafayette County Testing has yet to produce any lead results. Researchers 
plan to analyze these results when possible after the end of the COVID-19 shutdowns. Chlorine, 
pH, and lead results will all be compared to see if any correlation exists between the analytes. 
Removal efficiency of chlorine concentration and lead concentration will also be compared. 
Because researchers found that the pitcher filter used for the testing process was not certified for 
lead removal, if results prove that lead was not effectively removed from the water, researchers 
should do another iteration of the tests with a certified filter. This process could also be made 
more efficient if a pump was employed to carry the water from the tap to the filter. This would 
avoid a researcher having to refill pitcher apparatus over 200 times in order to filter 50 or more 




 Without all desired data present, overarching conclusions about filter efficiency up to 
125% of its capacity cannot be made. From the testing, no correlation of pH, phosphate 
concentration, and lead concentration was found. The filter successfully removed chlorine to a 
level of no detection and future results will prove whether or not the filter successfully removed 
lead as well. Community engagement activities proved to be beneficial in that they helped 
inform citizens of health effects related to lead in their drinking water. These events also helped 
provide residets with a means of staying healthy if lead was found to be present in their drinking 
water. In the future, community engagement opportunities should be encouraged not only for the 
benefit of the researchers, but for the benefit of the citizens that are directly impacted by the 
water quality that is is being examined. The testing of filter efficiency and fifth-liter sampling is 
planned to continue. Researchers hope that with more data and a wider area covered in sampling, 
conclusions about filtration systems that are given to residences will be found. They also hope 
that sampling and testing standards will be developed that will accurately measure the quality of 
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Appendix A: Community Engagement Event Data 
 
Table A1. CWC Testing Result Counts 
 
Independent Sampling Data  and Lead Concentration by the Numbers 





Rosemont Church 19 1 0 20 
Baby Café 6 1 0 7 
 
Table A2. CWC Testing Result Percentages 
 
Percentage of Data per Category 
  Below or equal to 5 ppb Between 5 and 15 ppb Above 15 ppb 
Rosemont Church 95 5 0 




Appendix B: Jackson, MS Drinking Water Watch Data 
 
Table B1. Comprehensive Jackson, MS Lead Results from DWW through October 2018 
 
  Lead Concentration in ppb 
Date Jun-15 Feb-16 Aug-16 May-17 Oct-17 Apr-18 18-Oct 
# samples 57 101 121 114 110 101 102 
90% 51 91 109 103 99 91 92 
90th percentile 
concentration: 25.4 11.1 14.6 6.5 14.8 5 8.4 
# above 1 ppb 46 51 72         
% above 1 ppb 81% 50% 60%         
# samples above 
action level 12 7 12 5 11 5 10 
% above action 
level 21% 7% 10% 4% 10% 5% 10% 
 
 
Table B2.  Jackson Lead Summary (Numeric) from DWW 
 
Jackson Lead Content Data by the Numbers 
  
Samples less than or 
equal to 5 ppb 
Samples between 5 
and 15 ppb 
Samples with more 
than 15 ppb  
Total Samples 
Collected 
Jun-15 32 13 12 57 
Feb-16 84 10 7 101 
Aug-16 91 18 12 121 
May-17 99 10 5 114 
Oct-17 84 15 11 110 
Apr-18 91 5 5 101 
18-Oct 85 7 10 102 
19-Apr 85 14 1 100 











Table B3. Jackson Lead Summary (Percentages) from DWW 
 
Jackson Lead Content Percentages 
  
Samples less 
than or equal to 
5 ppb 
Samples between 5 
and 15 ppb 
Samples with more 
than 15 ppb  
Total Samples 
Collected 
June 2015 56 23 21 57 
February 2016 83 10 7 101 
August 2016 75 15 10 121 
May 2017 87 9 4 114 
October 2017 76 14 10 110 
April 2018 90 5 5 101 
October 2018 83 7 10 102 
April 2019 85 14 1 100 









Appendix C: Lafayette County Testing Raw Data 














Collection Date Collection Time Sample ID pH Phosphate (mg/L) Lead (ppb) Analysis Date Analysis Time Duplicate? (Y/N)
1/9/20 Approximately 5:45 AM 1E 8.00 0.749 ND 1/9/20 11:35 AM N
1/9/20 Approximately 5:45 AM 1E - 2 N/A 0.671 - 1/9/20 11:42 AM Y
1/9/20 6:00 AM 2E 8.32 0.468 ND 1/9/20 11:49 AM N
1/9/20 6:00 AM 2E - 2 N/A 0.491 - 1/9/20 11:57 AM Y
1/9/20 5:35 AM 3E 5.65 0 2.71 1/9/20 12:05 PM N
1/9/20 5:35 AM 3E - 2 N/A udrrng - 1/9/20 12:12 PM Y
1/9/20 10:05 AM 4E 7.35 0.196 ND 1/9/20 12:20 PM N
1/9/20 10:05 AM 4E - 2 N/A 0.181 - 1/9/20 12:27 PM Y
1/9/20 10:17 AM 5E-5L 7.60 0.061 1.4 1/9/20 12:35 PM N
1/9/20 10:17 AM 5E-5L - 2 N/A 0.096 - 1/9/20 12:43 PM y
1/10/20 10:02 AM 6E 8.03 0.839 ND 1/10/20 11:10 AM N
1/10/20 10:02 AM 6E - 2 N/A 0.867 - 1/10/20 11:15 AM Y
1/10/20 10:10 AM 7E - 5L 7.82 0.852 0.523 1/10/20 11:20 AM N
1/10/20 10:10 AM 7E - 5L - 2 N/A 0.871 - 1/10/20 11:25 AM Y
1/10/20 10:28 AM 8E 7.73 1.207 8.07 1/10/20 11:30 AM N
1/10/20 10:28 AM 8E - 2 N/A 1.104 - 1/10/20 11:35 AM Y
1/10/20 10:32 AM 9E-5L 7.74 0.931 3.8 1/10/20 11:40 AM N
1/10/20 10:32 AM 9E-5L - 2 N/A 0.887 - 1/10/20 11:45 AM Y
1/10/20 9:50 AM 10E 7.47 0.751 20.2 1/10/20 11:50 AM N
1/10/20 9:50 AM 10E - 2 N/A 0.663 - 1/10/20 12:00 PM Y
Phosphate and pH Information
Collection Date Collection Time Sample ID Flow through filter (Liters +/- 2) pH Chlorine (mg/L) Phosphate (mg/L) Lead (ppb) Analysis Date Analysis Time Duplicate? (Y/N)
3/2/20 10:18 AM 1MU 1 7.67 0.463 N
3/2/20 10:18 AM 1MU - 2 1 7.67 0.544 Y
3/2/20 10:25 AM 2M 1 7.82 2.121 N
3/2/20 10:25 AM 2M - 2 1 7.82 2.168 Y
3/2/20 1:30 PM 3MU 38 7.10 0.712 N
3/2/20 1:30 PM 3MU - 2 38 7.10 0.715 Y
3/2/20 1:33 PM 4M 38 7.27 0.89 N
3/2/20 1:33 PM 4M - 2 38 7.27 0.934 Y
3/2/20 9:30 PM 5MU 76 7.30 0.705 N
3/2/20 9:30 PM 5MU - 2 76 7.30 0.521 y
3/2/20 9:39 PM 6M 76 6.94 0.78 N
3/2/20 9:39 PM 6M - 2 76 6.94 0.839 Y
3/2/20 11:40 PM 7MU 96 7.31 0.627 N
3/2/20 11:40 PM 7MU - 2 96 7.31 0.662 Y
3/2/20 11:51 PM 8M 96 6.89 0.623 N
3/2/20 11:51 PM 8M - 2 96 6.89 Y
3/3/20 9:42 AM 9MU 96 6.84 0.117 0.57 N
3/3/20 9:42 AM 9MU - 2 96 6.84 - - Y
3/3/20 9:45 AM 10M 96 6.76 undrrng - N
3/3/20 9:45 AM 10M - 2 96 6.76 - - Y
3/3/20 6:27 PM 11MU 134 7.52 - 0.603 N
3/3/20 6:27 PM 11MU - 2 134 7.52 - - y
3/3/20 6:39 PM 12M 134 6.97 undrrng - N
3/3/20 6:39 PM 12M - 2 134 6.97 - Y
3/3/20 8:30 PM 13MU 152 7.53 - 0.619 N
3/3/20 8:30 PM 13MU - 2 152 7.53 - - Y
3/3/20 8:48 PM 14M 152 7.07 undrrng - N
3/3/20 8:48 PM 14M - 2 152 7.07 - Y
3/4/20 10:15 AM 15MU 154 7.47 0.871 0.735 N
3/4/20 10:15 AM 15MU - 2 154 7.47 - - Y
3/4/20 10:30 AM 16M 154 6.78 undrrng - N
3/4/20 10:30 16M - 2 154 6.78 - - Y
3/4/20 2:27 PM 17MU 192 7.35 - 0.744 N
3/4/20 2:27 PM 17MU - 2 192 7.35 - - Y
3/4/20 2:35 PM 18M 192 7.04 undrrng - N




Table C3. Summary of pH, Phosphate, and Chlorine Data for Round 2 of Lafayette County 
Testing 
 









Sample 1 - First Draw 
Unfiltered 
1 7.67 0.50 - 
Sample 2 - First Draw 
Filtered  
1 7.82 2.14 - 
Sample 3 - Unfiltered  38 7.10 0.71 - 
Sample 4 - Filtered  38 7.27 0.91 - 
Sample 5 - Unfiltered  76 7.30 0.61 - 
Sample 6 - Filtered  76 6.94 0.81 - 
Sample 7 - Unfiltered 96 7.31 0.64 - 
Sample 8 - Filtered  96 6.89 0.62 - 
Sample 9 - First Draw 
Unfiltered  
96 6.84 0.57 0.117 
Sample 10 - First Draw 
Filtered  
96 6.76 - ND 
Sample 11 - Unfiltered 134 7.53 0.60 - 
Sample 12 - Filtered 134 6.97 - ND 
Sample 13 - Unfiltered 152 7.53 0.62 - 
Sample 14 - Filtered 152 7.07 - ND 
Sample 15 - Unfiltered 152 7.47 0.74 0.871 
Sample 16 - Filtered 152 6.78 - ND 
Sample 17 - Unfiltered 192 7.35 0.74 - 









Appendix D: Waypoint Analytical Lead Testing Data 
 
Laboratory's liability in any claim relating to analyses performed shall be limited to, at laboratory's option, repeating the 
analysis in question at laboratory's expense, or the refund of the charges paid for performance of said analysis. 
 
Alabama  #40750      Louisiana      #04015    VA NELAP  #460181    Texas          #T104704180  Arkansas  #88‐0650 
Mississippi   California      #2904    NC  #415                           Oklahoma          #9311                           SC  #84002 







University of Mississippi 
Ms. Christiane Surbeck 
Department of Civil Engineering 
University, MS, 38677 
 
Ref: Analytical Testing 
Lab Report Number: 20-015-0161 
Client Project Description: Oxford 
Project # CWC 
 
Dear Ms. Christiane Surbeck: 
Waypoint Analytical, LLC. received sample(s) on 1/15/2020 for the analyses presented in the following report. 
 
The above referenced project has been analyzed per your instructions.  The analyses were performed in 
accordance with the applicable analytical method. Where the laboratory was not responsible for the sampling 
stage (refer to the chain of custody) results apply to the sample as received. 
 
The analytical data has been validated using standard quality control measures performed as required by the 
analytical method.  Quality Assurance, method validations, instrumentation maintenance and calibration for all 
parameters (NELAP and non-NELAP) were performed in accordance with guidelines established by the USEPA 
(including 40 CFR 136 Method Update Rule August 2017) and NELAC unless otherwise indicated.  Any 
parameter for which the laboratory is not officially NELAP accredited is indicated by a '~' symbol.  These are not 
included in the scope because NELAP accreditation is either not available or has not been applied for.  Additional 
certifications may be held/are available for parameters, where NELAP accreditation is not required or applicable.  
A full list of certifications is available upon request. 
 
Certain parameters (chlorine, pH, dissolved oxygen, sulfite...) are required to be analyzed within 15 minutes of 
sampling. Usually, but not always, any field parameter analyzed at the laboratory is outside of this holding time. 
Refer to sample analysis time for confirmation of holding time compliance. 
 
The results are shown on the attached Report of Analysis(s). Results for solid matrices are reported on an as-
received basis unless otherwise indicated. This report shall not be reproduced except in full and relates only to 
the samples included in this report. 
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Report Number: Sample Summary TableClient Project Description: 20-015-0161OxfordProject # CWCLab No Client Sample ID Matrix Date Collected Date Received01/09/2020 05:45Aqueous 85341 1E 01/15/202001/09/2020 06:00Aqueous 85342 2E 01/15/202001/09/2020 05:35Aqueous 85343 3E 01/15/202001/09/2020 10:05Aqueous 85344 4E 01/15/202001/09/2020 10:17Aqueous 85345 5E-5L 01/15/202001/10/2020 10:02Aqueous 85346 6E 01/15/202001/10/2020 10:10Aqueous 85347 7E-5L 01/15/202001/10/2020 10:28Aqueous 85348 8E 01/15/202001/10/2020 10:32Aqueous 85349 9E-5L 01/15/202001/10/2020 09:50Aqueous 85350 10E 01/15/2020




            
Client: University of Mississippi     CASE NARRATIVE 
Project: Oxford 
Lab Report Number: 20-015-0161 
Date: 1/21/2020 
            
 
Metals Analysis Method 200.8 
Analyte: Lead 
QC Batch No: L473744/L473512 
All quality control criteria was met for the analytical batch.  No problems were encountered with any of the project 
samples. 
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:1E 85341 Matrix: 1/9/2020 5:45Aqueous




DF<0.500 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:39 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:2E 85342 Matrix: 1/9/2020 6:00Aqueous




DF<0.500 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:41 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:3E 85343 Matrix: 1/9/2020 5:35Aqueous




DF2.71 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:42 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:4E 85344 Matrix: 1/9/2020 10:05Aqueous




DF<0.500 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:44 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:5E-5L 85345 Matrix: 1/9/2020 10:17Aqueous




DF1.40 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:45 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:6E 85346 Matrix: 1/10/2020 10:02Aqueous




DF<0.500 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:47 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:7E-5L 85347 Matrix: 1/10/2020 10:10Aqueous




DF0.523 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:48 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:8E 85348 Matrix: 1/10/2020 10:28Aqueous




DF8.07 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:50 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:9E-5L 85349 Matrix: 1/10/2020 10:32Aqueous




DF3.80 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:51 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL
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, REPORT OF ANALYSISReport Number : Project  Information :MS 3867720-015-016104086University of MississippiDepartment of Civil EngineeringMs. Christiane SurbeckUniversity Randy ThomasProject ManagerProject # CWC Received : 01/15/2020Oxford Report Date : 01/21/2020Sample ID :Lab No : Sampled:10E 85350 Matrix: 1/10/2020 9:50Aqueous




DF20.2 µg/L 0.500Lead 1 01/17/20 16:53 EPA-200.8CCRQualifiers/Definitions Limit ExceededLDilution FactorDF Method Quantitation LimitMQL













Quality Control Reports 
 
   
















Lab Number Sample ID Sampled DateTime Method QC Batch No
 85341 1E 1/9/2020 05:45:00 EPA-200.8 L473744
 85342 2E 1/9/2020 06:00:00
 85343 3E 1/9/2020 05:35:00
 85344 4E 1/9/2020 10:05:00
 85345 5E-5L 1/9/2020 10:17:00
 85346 6E 1/10/2020 10:02:00
 85347 7E-5L 1/10/2020 10:10:00
 85348 8E 1/10/2020 10:28:00
 85349 9E-5L 1/10/2020 10:32:00
 85350 10E 1/10/2020 09:50:00
 85341 1E 1/9/2020 05:45:00 EPA-200.8 (PREP) L473512
 85342 2E 1/9/2020 06:00:00
 85343 3E 1/9/2020 05:35:00
 85344 4E 1/9/2020 10:05:00
 85345 5E-5L 1/9/2020 10:17:00
 85346 6E 1/10/2020 10:02:00
 85347 7E-5L 1/10/2020 10:10:00
 85348 8E 1/10/2020 10:28:00
 85349 9E-5L 1/10/2020 10:32:00
 85350 10E 1/10/2020 09:50:00
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Quality Control Data20-015-0161Report No:Project Description:Client ID: University of MississippiOxfordQC Prep Batch Method: Metals AnalysesEPA-200.8L473744QC Analytical Batch(es):Analysis Method:Analysis Description:EPA-200.8QC Prep: L473512Associated Lab Samples:  85341,  85342,  85343,  85344,  85345,  85346,  85347,  85348,  85349,  85350LRB-L473512                               Matrix: AQULab Reagent BlankParameter AnalyzedMQLBlankResultUnits 01/17/20 16:190.500< 0.500µg/LLead LCS-L473512Laboratory Control SampleParameter LCS %RecLCSResultSpikeConc.Units % RecLimits10653.450.3µg/LLead 85-115L 85350-MS-L473512     L 85350-MSD-L473512Matrix Spike & Matrix Spike Duplicate MS ResultParameter MaxRPDMS%RecMSDResultMSDSpikeConc.MS SpikeConc.ResultUnits %RecLimitsMSD%Rec RPD71.4 10268.450.350.320.2µg/LLead 96.0 70-130 4.2 20.0L 85350-DT-L473512Dilution TestParameter Analyzed%RecoverySampleResultDT ResultUnits 01/17/20 17:0310920.222.1µg/LLead L 85350-PDS-L473512Post Digestion SpikeParameter Analyzed%RecoveryPDSResultUnits 01/17/20 17:0210135.3µg/LLead Page 1 of 1Date: 01/20/2020 05:03 PMPage 17 of 31
Level III/IV 
Instrument Data 
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I CP Sequence Check List
Date/ Time Equipment File Name Analyst Supervisor
(1) (2)
1 ICP Run Log
2 Initial Calibration ___ ___
a. ___ ___
b.
3 Initial Calibration Verification ___ ___
a. Initial Calibration Blank (ICB) ___ ___
b. Initial Calibration Verification (ICV) ___ ___
c. I ___ ___
d. Initial Interelement Correction Standard (ICSAB) ___ ___
4 a. Continuing Calibration Blank (CCB) ___ ___
b. Continuing Calibration Verification (CCV) ___ ___
5 a. Final Interference Check Standard (ICS-A) ___ ___
b. Final Interelement Correction Standard (ICSAB) ___ ___
Notes/Comments
1/17/20 15:55 ICPMS3 011720ICPMS3_Pb CCR JTR
Prep Batch IDs:
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Sample I d R Acquisition Time
BLANK R 1/17/2020 3:55:55 PM
BLANK R 1/17/2020 3:57:02 PM
Cal Blank R 1/17/2020 3:58:09 PM
C1 R 1/17/2020 3:59:17 PM
C2 R 1/17/2020 4:00:24 PM
C3 R 1/17/2020 4:01:56 PM
C4 R 1/17/2020 4:03:28 PM
C5 R 1/17/2020 4:05:41 PM
Calibration Curves R 1/17/2020 4:05:41 PM
BLANK R 1/17/2020 4:08:53 PM
ICB R 1/17/2020 4:10:09 PM
ICV R 1/17/2020 4:11:25 PM
ICSA R 1/17/2020 4:12:41 PM
ICSAB R 1/17/2020 4:13:55 PM
CCB1 R 1/17/2020 4:17:08 PM
CCV1 R 1/17/2020 4:18:25 PM
LRB-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:19:57 PM
LCS-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:21:27 PM
Q 91736-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:22:58 PM
G 67413-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:24:28 PM
G 67414-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:25:59 PM
Q 91482-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:27:30 PM
Q 91483-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:29:02 PM
Q 91484-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:30:34 PM
Q 91485-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:32:06 PM
Q 91486-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:33:38 PM
CCB2 R 1/17/2020 4:36:51 PM
CCV2 R 1/17/2020 4:38:07 PM
L 85341-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:39:39 PM
L 85342-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:41:09 PM
L 85343-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:42:40 PM
L 85344-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:44:10 PM
L 85345-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:45:41 PM
L 85346-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:47:12 PM
L 85347-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:48:44 PM
L 85348-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:50:16 PM
L 85349-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:51:48 PM
L 85350-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:53:20 PM
CCB3 R 1/17/2020 4:56:33 PM
CCV3 R 1/17/2020 4:57:49 PM
L 85350-MS-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:59:21 PM
L 85350-MSD-L473512 R 1/17/2020 5:00:52 PM
L 85350-PDS-L473512 R 1/17/2020 5:02:23 PM
L 85350-DT-L473512 D:5 R 1/17/2020 5:03:53 PM
LRB-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:05:24 PM
LCS-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:06:55 PM
G 67415-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:08:27 PM
G 67416-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:09:59 PM
G 67417-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:11:31 PM
G 67418-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:13:03 PM
CCB4 R 1/17/2020 5:16:16 PM
CCV4 R 1/17/2020 5:17:31 PM
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G 67419-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:19:04 PM
G 67420-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:20:35 PM
G 67421-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:22:06 PM
G 67422-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:23:37 PM
G 67423-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:25:08 PM
G 67424-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:26:39 PM
G 67425-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:28:10 PM
G 67426-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:29:42 PM
G 67427-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:31:14 PM
G 67428-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:32:47 PM
CCB5 R 1/17/2020 5:36:00 PM
CCV5 R 1/17/2020 5:37:16 PM
G 67429-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:38:48 PM
G 67430-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:40:20 PM
G 67431-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:41:52 PM
G 67432-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:43:23 PM
G 67433-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:44:55 PM
G 67434-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:46:26 PM
G 67434-MS-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:47:58 PM
G 67434-MSD-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:49:30 PM
G 67434-PDS-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:51:02 PM
G 67434-DT-L473014 D:5 R 1/17/2020 5:52:34 PM
CCB6 R 1/17/2020 5:55:47 PM
CCV6 R 1/17/2020 5:57:03 PM
LRB-L473015 R 1/17/2020 5:58:36 PM
LCS-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:00:08 PM
G 67435-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:01:40 PM
G 67436-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:03:11 PM
G 67437-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:04:43 PM
G 67438-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:06:15 PM
L 93952-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:07:47 PM
L 93953-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:09:19 PM
L 93954-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:10:51 PM
L 93955-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:12:23 PM
CCB7 R 1/17/2020 6:15:36 PM
CCV7 R 1/17/2020 6:16:52 PM
L 93956-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:18:25 PM
L 93957-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:19:57 PM
L 93958-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:21:29 PM
L 93959-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:23:02 PM
L 93960-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:24:34 PM
L 93961-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:26:06 PM
L 93962-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:27:38 PM
L 93963-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:29:10 PM
L 93964-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:30:42 PM
L 93965-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:32:14 PM
CCB8 R 1/17/2020 6:35:27 PM
CCV8 R 1/17/2020 6:36:43 PM
L 93966-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:38:16 PM
L 93967-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:39:49 PM
L 93967-MS-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:41:21 PM
L 93967-MSD-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:42:53 PM
L 93967-PDS-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:44:26 PM
L 93967-DT-L473015 D:5 R 1/17/2020 6:45:58 PM
LRB-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:47:31 PM
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LCS-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:49:03 PM
L 93968-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:50:35 PM
L 93969-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:52:08 PM
CCB9 R 1/17/2020 6:55:21 PM
CCV9 R 1/17/2020 6:56:37 PM
L 93970-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:58:10 PM
L 93971-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:59:43 PM
L 93972-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:01:15 PM
L 93973-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:02:48 PM
L 94074-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:04:21 PM
L 94075-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:05:53 PM
L 94076-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:07:26 PM
L 94077-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:08:59 PM
L 94078-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:10:31 PM
L 94079-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:12:04 PM
CCB10 R 1/17/2020 7:15:17 PM
CCV10 R 1/17/2020 7:16:33 PM
L 94080-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:18:06 PM
L 94081-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:19:39 PM
L 94082-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:21:12 PM
L 94083-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:22:46 PM
L 94084-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:24:19 PM
L 94085-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:25:52 PM
L 94086-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:27:25 PM
L 94087-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:28:58 PM
L 94087-MS-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:30:31 PM
L 94087-MSD-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:32:04 PM
CCB11 R 1/17/2020 7:35:17 PM
CCV11 R 1/17/2020 7:36:34 PM
L 94087-PDS-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:38:07 PM
L 94087-DT-L473016 D:5 R 1/17/2020 7:39:41 PM
LRB-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:41:14 PM
LCS-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:42:47 PM
L 94088-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:44:21 PM
L 94089-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:45:54 PM
L 94090-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:47:27 PM
L 94091-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:49:01 PM
L 94092-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:50:34 PM
L 94093-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:52:08 PM
CCB12 R 1/17/2020 7:55:21 PM
CCV12 R 1/17/2020 7:56:38 PM
L 94094-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:58:11 PM
L 94095-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:59:45 PM
L 94096-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:01:19 PM
L 94097-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:02:53 PM
L 94098-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:04:26 PM
L 94099-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:06:00 PM
L 94100-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:07:34 PM
L 94101-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:09:07 PM
L 94102-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:10:41 PM
L 94103-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:12:15 PM
CCB13 R 1/17/2020 8:15:28 PM
CCV13 R 1/17/2020 8:16:45 PM
L 94104-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:18:19 PM
L 94105-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:19:53 PM
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L 94106-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:21:27 PM
L 94106-MS-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:23:01 PM
L 94106-MSD-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:24:35 PM
L 94106-PDS-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:26:09 PM
L 94106-DT-L473017 D:5 R 1/17/2020 8:27:43 PM
CCB14 R 1/17/2020 8:29:16 PM
CCV14 R 1/17/2020 8:30:33 PM
ICSA R 1/17/2020 8:31:49 PM
ICSAB R 1/17/2020 8:33:04 PM
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Sample I d R Acquisition Time QC Status Dataset File Method File
Pb 208
(ug/ L)
Bi 209 ( I S)
1 BLANK R 1/17/2020 3:55:55 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ -0.002
2 BLANK R 1/17/2020 3:57:02 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ -0.001
3 Cal Blank R 1/17/2020 3:58:09 PM C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\Documents\Perki 100.0%
4 C1 R 1/17/2020 3:59:17 PM C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.495 100.5%
5 C2 R 1/17/2020 4:00:24 PM C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.969 98.6%
6 C3 R 1/17/2020 4:01:56 PM C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 9.558 94.2%
7 C4 R 1/17/2020 4:03:28 PM C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 51.097 85.6%
8 C5 R 1/17/2020 4:05:41 PM C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 98.697 76.4%
9 Calibration Curves R 1/17/2020 4:05:41 PM
10 BLANK R 1/17/2020 4:08:53 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.147 94.6%
11 ICB R 1/17/2020 4:10:09 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.084 92.3%
12 ICV R 1/17/2020 4:11:25 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.616 85.0%
13 ICSA R 1/17/2020 4:12:41 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.304 136.4%
14 ICSAB R 1/17/2020 4:13:55 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.112 141.1%
15 CCB1 R 1/17/2020 4:17:08 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.039 96.3%
16 CCV1 R 1/17/2020 4:18:25 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.086 87.8%
17 LRB-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:19:57 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.170 91.7%
18 LCS-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:21:27 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 53.091 83.9%
19 Q 91736-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:22:58 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 34.706 102.2%
20 G 67413-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:24:28 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.332 98.1%
21 G 67414-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:25:59 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.365 99.9%
22 Q 91482-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:27:30 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.058 103.7%
23 Q 91483-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:29:02 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.041 99.6%
24 Q 91484-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:30:34 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.099 101.4%
25 Q 91485-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:32:06 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.892 99.4%
26 Q 91486-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:33:38 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.145 100.9%
27 CCB2 R 1/17/2020 4:36:51 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.027 95.7%
28 CCV2 R 1/17/2020 4:38:07 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.337 87.5%
29 L 85341-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:39:39 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.196 97.8%
30 L 85342-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:41:09 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.106 102.3%
31 L 85343-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:42:40 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 2.709 103.4%
32 L 85344-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:44:10 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.264 102.7%
33 L 85345-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:45:41 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.399 102.2%
34 L 85346-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:47:12 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.126 96.8%
35 L 85347-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:48:44 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.523 99.1%
36 L 85348-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:50:16 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 8.074 101.7%
37 L 85349-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:51:48 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 3.803 102.8%
38 L 85350-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:53:20 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 20.217 100.4%
39 CCB3 R 1/17/2020 4:56:33 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.054 98.9%
40 CCV3 R 1/17/2020 4:57:49 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 47.899 88.2%
41 L 85350-MS-L473512 R 1/17/2020 4:59:21 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 71.017 83.8%
42 L 85350-MSD-L473512 R 1/17/2020 5:00:52 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 68.100 93.1%
43 L 85350-PDS-L473512 R 1/17/2020 5:02:23 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 35.344 93.8%
44 L 85350-DT-L473512 D:5 R 1/17/2020 5:03:53 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 4.424 95.5%
45 LRB-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:05:24 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.143 88.1%
46 LCS-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:06:55 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.839 84.0%
47 G 67415-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:08:27 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.886 96.4%
48 G 67416-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:09:59 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.338 100.4%
49 G 67417-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:11:31 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.108 99.7%
50 G 67418-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:13:03 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.122 100.1%
51 CCB4 R 1/17/2020 5:16:16 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.033 96.9%
52 CCV4 R 1/17/2020 5:17:31 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.373 92.0%
53 G 67419-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:19:04 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.288 98.6%
54 G 67420-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:20:35 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.129 98.3%
55 G 67421-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:22:06 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.090 97.6%
56 G 67422-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:23:37 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.647 100.1%
57 G 67423-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:25:08 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 2.921 96.1%
58 G 67424-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:26:39 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.447 103.1%
59 G 67425-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:28:10 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.027 99.2%
60 G 67426-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:29:42 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.165 102.5%
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61 G 67427-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:31:14 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.644 101.8%
62 G 67428-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:32:47 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.547 102.8%
63 CCB5 R 1/17/2020 5:36:00 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.035 97.3%
64 CCV5 R 1/17/2020 5:37:16 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 51.897 87.8%
65 G 67429-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:38:48 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.836 101.8%
66 G 67430-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:40:20 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 3.779 99.7%
67 G 67431-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:41:52 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.149 102.9%
68 G 67432-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:43:23 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.329 99.7%
69 G 67433-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:44:55 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.702 100.1%
70 G 67434-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:46:26 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.134 100.1%
71 G 67434-MS-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:47:58 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 47.331 97.4%
72 G 67434-MSD-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:49:30 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.640 96.4%
73 G 67434-PDS-L473014 R 1/17/2020 5:51:02 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 25.393 99.1%
74 G 67434-DT-L473014 D:5 R 1/17/2020 5:52:34 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.188 100.5%
75 CCB6 R 1/17/2020 5:55:47 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.048 97.5%
76 CCV6 R 1/17/2020 5:57:03 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.103 92.9%
77 LRB-L473015 R 1/17/2020 5:58:36 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.171 94.5%
78 LCS-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:00:08 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.711 92.0%
79 G 67435-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:01:40 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.279 96.7%
80 G 67436-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:03:11 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.294 102.0%
81 G 67437-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:04:43 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.984 105.5%
82 G 67438-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:06:15 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 3.084 106.5%
83 L 93952-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:07:47 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.051 104.2%
84 L 93953-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:09:19 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.038 105.7%
85 L 93954-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:10:51 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.030 102.3%
86 L 93955-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:12:23 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.069 105.3%
87 CCB7 R 1/17/2020 6:15:36 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.027 95.8%
88 CCV7 R 1/17/2020 6:16:52 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.511 89.2%
89 L 93956-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:18:25 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.230 100.5%
90 L 93957-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:19:57 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.128 101.3%
91 L 93958-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:21:29 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 8.941 98.5%
92 L 93959-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:23:02 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.601 104.2%
93 L 93960-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:24:34 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.642 100.8%
94 L 93961-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:26:06 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.133 106.8%
95 L 93962-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:27:38 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.105 105.9%
96 L 93963-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:29:10 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.030 102.2%
97 L 93964-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:30:42 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.026 105.1%
98 L 93965-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:32:14 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.027 104.1%
99 CCB8 R 1/17/2020 6:35:27 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.029 97.7%
100 CCV8 R 1/17/2020 6:36:43 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.869 89.6%
101 L 93966-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:38:16 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.767 96.4%
102 L 93967-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:39:49 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.270 99.8%
103 L 93967-MS-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:41:21 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.020 98.5%
104 L 93967-MSD-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:42:53 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.526 98.7%
105 L 93967-PDS-L473015 R 1/17/2020 6:44:26 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 23.982 101.9%
106 L 93967-DT-L473015 D:5 R 1/17/2020 6:45:58 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.202 100.9%
107 LRB-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:47:31 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.103 95.8%
108 LCS-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:49:03 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 50.611 89.5%
109 L 93968-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:50:35 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.917 101.5%
110 L 93969-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:52:08 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.661 105.3%
111 CCB9 R 1/17/2020 6:55:21 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.039 96.2%
112 CCV9 R 1/17/2020 6:56:37 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.509 91.1%
113 L 93970-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:58:10 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.189 99.3%
114 L 93971-L473016 R 1/17/2020 6:59:43 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.008 106.6%
115 L 93972-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:01:15 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.188 103.5%
116 L 93973-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:02:48 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.140 104.1%
117 L 94074-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:04:21 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.054 104.0%
118 L 94075-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:05:53 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.307 104.4%
119 L 94076-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:07:26 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.110 100.8%
120 L 94077-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:08:59 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.467 105.9%
121 L 94078-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:10:31 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.508 107.8%
122 L 94079-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:12:04 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 3.265 103.0%
123 CCB10 R 1/17/2020 7:15:17 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.043 98.2%
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124 CCV10 R 1/17/2020 7:16:33 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 51.951 87.2%
125 L 94080-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:18:06 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.445 101.9%
126 L 94081-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:19:39 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 15.496 104.2%
127 L 94082-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:21:12 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 41.307 106.4%
128 L 94083-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:22:46 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 4.380 105.3%
129 L 94084-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:24:19 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 8.170 103.2%
130 L 94085-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:25:52 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.215 104.9%
131 L 94086-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:27:25 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 2.186 105.6%
132 L 94087-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:28:58 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.324 102.9%
133 L 94087-MS-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:30:31 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.352 98.2%
134 L 94087-MSD-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:32:04 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.732 95.9%
135 CCB11 R 1/17/2020 7:35:17 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.103 98.7%
136 CCV11 R 1/17/2020 7:36:34 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.837 88.9%
137 L 94087-PDS-L473016 R 1/17/2020 7:38:07 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 24.488 98.0%
138 L 94087-DT-L473016 D:5 R 1/17/2020 7:39:41 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.231 96.4%
139 LRB-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:41:14 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.075 94.6%
140 LCS-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:42:47 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.726 92.4%
141 L 94088-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:44:21 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.569 102.4%
142 L 94089-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:45:54 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.248 102.9%
143 L 94090-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:47:27 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.498 103.5%
144 L 94091-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:49:01 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.118 104.5%
145 L 94092-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:50:34 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 4.345 105.0%
146 L 94093-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:52:08 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.200 105.4%
147 CCB12 R 1/17/2020 7:55:21 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.034 96.3%
148 CCV12 R 1/17/2020 7:56:38 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 49.519 90.6%
149 L 94094-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:58:11 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.626 103.8%
150 L 94095-L473017 R 1/17/2020 7:59:45 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.251 101.1%
151 L 94096-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:01:19 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.337 107.7%
152 L 94097-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:02:53 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.194 101.6%
153 L 94098-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:04:26 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.353 106.1%
154 L 94099-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:06:00 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.499 106.0%
155 L 94100-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:07:34 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 1.326 101.1%
156 L 94101-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:09:07 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.595 109.0%
157 L 94102-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:10:41 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 3.000 104.5%
158 L 94103-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:12:15 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.794 110.5%
159 CCB13 R 1/17/2020 8:15:28 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.027 96.8%
160 CCV13 R 1/17/2020 8:16:45 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 48.888 92.4%
161 L 94104-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:18:19 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.880 103.9%
162 L 94105-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:19:53 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.261 104.6%
163 L 94106-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:21:27 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.254 104.3%
164 L 94106-MS-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:23:01 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 51.229 95.7%
165 L 94106-MSD-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:24:35 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 53.105 91.9%
166 L 94106-PDS-L473017 R 1/17/2020 8:26:09 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 24.652 97.8%
167 L 94106-DT-L473017 D:5 R 1/17/2020 8:27:43 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.198 100.7%
168 CCB14 R 1/17/2020 8:29:16 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.072 100.5%
169 CCV14 R 1/17/2020 8:30:33 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 50.357 92.9%
170 ICSA R 1/17/2020 8:31:49 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.310 142.2%
171 ICSAB R 1/17/2020 8:33:04 PM Passed C:\Users\Public\ C: \Users\Public\ 0.138 145.7%
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Login 
Cooler Receipt Form 
Chain of Custody

















Chain of Custody (COC) present? Yes No
Yes No Not Present
Yes No Not Present
Yes No
COC agrees with sample label(s)? Yes No
COC properly completed
Samples in proper containers?
Sample containers intact?
Sufficient sample volume for indicated test(s)?
All samples received within holding time?






Yes NoCooler/Samples arrived at the laboratory on ice. 





Yes No N/ASoil VOA method 5035 – compliance criteria met
Water - Sample containers properly preserved
Water - VOA vials free of headspace Yes No N/A
Trip Blanks received with VOAs
Low concentration EnCore samplers (48 hr)
High concentration pre-weighed (methanol -14 d) Low conc pre-weighed vials (Sod Bis -14 d)
High concentration container (48 hr)
Custody seals intact on shipping container/cooler?
Custody seals intact on sample bottles?
Number of coolers/boxes received
Yes No
1
Signature: Kristina A. McAdams Date & Time: 01/15/2020 15:18:00
Special precautions or instructions included?
Comments:
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